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DETAILED ACTION 
This office action is responsive to communication filed on 08/14/2006 and petition 
filed on 04/27/2009. The office action has been re-mailed and the time period to 
respond has also been reset. 

Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of the phrase " the aim of 

the invention ". It is suggested to start the abstract with — An improved configuration of 

an automation system — . Also the term "means"(line 3) is implied and should be 

deleted. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the 
disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single 
paragraph on a separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that 
the abstract not exceed 150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract 
on the computer tape used by the printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology 
often used in patent claims, such as "means" and "said," should be avoided. The 
abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist readers in deciding whether 
there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The 
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disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure 
describes," etc. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 15 objected to because of the following informalities: It is suggested to 
delete " ," (after component in line 6), and insert — ; — . Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out 
and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his 
invention. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 25, the limitation of "of automatically loading an existing 
configuration data record in the client in the server " is unclear. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent 
by another filed in the United States before the invention thereof by the applicant 
for patent, or on an international application by another who has fulfilled the 
requirements of paragraphs (1 ), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this title before 
the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

Claims 15-20 and 22 - 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kumbalimutt et al (US 7,266,594; hereinafter Kumbalimutt) . 

Regarding claims 15, 25, and 26, Kumbalimutt discloses a method for automatic 
configuration of an automation component of an automation system (figs. 3 - 5), 
comprising the steps of providing a server having stored therein a plurality of 
configuration data records (154, 156, fig. 3; col. 3, line 47 through col. 4, line 6); 
connecting a server to a client via communication means to thereby define an 
automation component (col. 3, lines 53 - 55; col. 7, line 66 through col. 8, line 4)), 
request by the client to the server for receiving one of the configuration data records 
(col. 4, lines 6 - 8); transmitting the requested configuration data record by the server to 
the client (col. 4, lines 8-12); and storing of the transmitted configuration data record in 
the client (col. 4, lines 12-16). 
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Regarding claim 16, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 15, wherein the 
requested configuration data record of the plurality of configuration data records is 
selected in dependence on the functionality of the client (col. 4, lines 28 - 42). 

Regarding claim 1 7, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 1 5, wherein the 
server stores a plurality of configuration data records in correspondence with a 
functionality of the client (col. 3, line 47 through col. 4, line 6). 

Regarding claim 18, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 15, further 
comprising the step of autonomous identification of the client within a defined machine 
context (col. 4, lines 28 - 47). 

Regarding claim 19, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 15, wherein at 
least two of the plurality of configuration data records are stored locally in the client (col. 
4, lines 12-16). 

Regarding claim 20, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 19, further 
comprising the step of operating the client by activating one of the at least two stored 
configuration data records in the client (col. 4, lines 51 - 56). 

Regarding claim 22, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 15, wherein the 
client communication is matched to the automation system to enable operation of the 
client during continuous operation of the automation system (col. 4, lines 48 - 54; 
Kumbalimutt discloses that the client computer 150 may have been previously 
configured to use server computer 154 as its Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) server). 

Regarding claim 23, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 15, wherein the 
client and the server operate on a single automation device (figs. 3 - 5). 
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Regarding claims 24 and 27, Kumbalimutt discloses the method of claim 15, 
further comprising the step of loading the configuration data records for different 
machine upgrade levels for a machine in the server by an engineering system (fig. 4; 
col. 4, lines 2-9; Kumbalimutt discloses inherently that the configuration settings were 
already loaded on the server). 

Claim 28 incorporates substantively all the limitations of claim 15, in system form, 
rather than in method form. The reasons for rejecting claim 15 apply to claim 28. 
Therefore, claim 28 is rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kumbalimutt et al (US 7,266,594; hereinafter Kumbalimutt) in view of Righi et al (US 
7,363,480; hereinafter Righi). 

Regarding claim 21 , Kumbalimutt discloses substantially all the limitations in 
claim 15, but fails to specifically teach the steps of storing pollable firmware data 
records in the server, request by the client to the server for receiving one of the 
firmware data records, and storing and activating the received firmware data record in 
the client. 

However, Righi discloses an analogous method, system, and computer-readable 
medium for updating the firmware of a computing device via a communications network 
which comprises the steps of storing pollable firmware data records in the server, 
request by the client to the server for receiving one of the firmware data records, and 
storing and activating the received firmware data record in the client (figs. 2A &2B; see 
abstract; col. 2, lines 24 - 59; col. 3, lines 26 - 33). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teachings of Kumbalimutt bi incorporating the steps of 
storing pollable firmware data records in the server, request by the client to the server 
for receiving one of the firmware data records, and storing and activating the received 
firmware data record in the client as evidenced by Righi for the purpose of assisting 
with the start up of the client and enabling communication with the low level hardware of 
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the client system, thereby providing an efficient way of configuring a computer /client 
system. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yves Dalencourt whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3998. The examiner can normally be reached on M-TH 7:30AM - 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571 ) 272 4001 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

September 28, 2008 

/Yves Dalencourt/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2157 
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